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of chemical or biological weapons sit-
ting there on the floor of that par-
ticular facility waiting for them to 
scoop it up. 

We predicted that the Iraqi Govern-
ment, which has devoted entire agen-
cies to hiding this stuff as effectively 
as they could, will have done just that, 
that is, to hide it in such a way that we 
would be more likely to be able to ask 
all of the drug dealers in Washington, 
D.C. to amass all of their illicit cocaine 
and marijuana and pile it in one big 
area where the authorities could come 
down and seize it on a given day. 

The burden was on Iraq to disarm. 
That is the key. It is not a game where 
we have certain rules and if they are 
able to beat us, if they are able to hide 
this stuff well enough, we do not find 
it. We know they have it because the 
6,500 chemical bombs, the 2,000 chem-
ical rockets, the precursors for 5,000 li-
ters of anthrax, are weapons which 
exist according to Iraqi documenta-
tion, not our documentation but their 
documentation that they had produced 
earlier; also, those 3,000 people who are 
associated with the programs, those 
3,000 technical people who now have 
disappeared off the face of the Earth. 

So they have it. They have it just as 
surely as Nazi Germany had a weapons 
program of massive proportions in the 
mid-1930s, even though they were giv-
ing reports to the Allies that the air 
force that we appeared to see in the 
skies was actually flying clubs that 
were organized for recreation; but we 
knew that they were in fact producing 
weapons. In this case, we know for a 
fact that Iraq is still heavily 
weaponized, with the ability to kill 
lots of its neighbors and lots of Ameri-
cans and their allies. 

So this report is, I think, more dra-
matic in what it says they have not 
produced than what it says they have 
produced. I think it is becoming clear-
er and clearer that the inspections are 
not going to produce a situation in 
which the inspectors walk into a giant 
facility and, lo and behold, there are 
piles of weapons sitting there on the 
floor produced by the most ineffective 
Iraqi bureaucrat in history. They will 
not disarm. 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, I just 
would like to add that earlier today in 
a news report I saw or heard that the 
Secretary General of the United Na-
tions, Kofi Annan, suggested that the 
inspectors need more time. Also, the 
Secretary of State today indicated that 
if there was going to be more time, it 
would not be much; but there is going 
to be more activity on the part of the 
inspectors. 

I would say this: I suspect that the 
people who are listening to this are not 
in a position to answer these questions. 
But if Saddam Hussein or his foreign 
minister or somebody was listening, I 
would say to them that we know that 
they had thousands of artillery shells 
that were capable of carrying chemical 
substances that would kill people to 

their targets. They say they have de-
stroyed them.

b 1945 
If you have destroyed them, show us 

where they were destroyed, show us 
where the remnants of them are, and 
let us talk to the people who did it. Let 
us talk to the people who destroyed 
them. If you do not have chemical 
weapons, show us how you destroyed 
them. Show us the people, let us talk 
to the people that destroyed your 
chemical weapons. That is how we 
verify. If you do not have biological 
weapons, show us the disposition of 
what you had and let us talk to the sci-
entists, let us talk to the personnel 
that destroyed it, because we know you 
had it, and we believe you still have it 
today. And if you are serious about 
making statements that you do not 
have it, that these weapons do not 
exist, then show us how they were de-
stroyed. 

And with regard to their nuclear 
weapons program, we know that the 
Iraqis imported aluminum tubular ma-
terial that is designed and built specifi-
cally for the production of nuclear ma-
terial. If those no longer exist, show us 
how you destroyed them and let us 
talk to the scientists and let us talk to 
the personnel who destroyed them. We 
have not seen any of these things, and 
we have not talked to any of these peo-
ple, or the inspectors have not, I should 
say. 

I heard today another statement that 
this process is not about finding weap-
ons, it is about developing trust. It is 
about developing trust between the 
Iraqi Government and the rest of the 
governments of the world. This is how 
we develop trust, by verifying your 
statements so that we can trust. And 
so I hope that this process will move 
forward. 

The gentleman from California (Mr. 
HUNTER) and I are sometimes asked by 
people why we favor going to war. We 
do not favor going to war. We favor dis-
mantling the weapons of mass destruc-
tion that the Iraqis have, and we have 
supported the process of inspections. 
We have supported the process of inves-
tigation. We have supported the proc-
ess of questioning. We have supported 
the process of asking questions as to 
where these materials are, whether 
they have been destroyed. And it is 
only as a last resort that we would ever 
advocate using military force. The gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HUNTER) 
has a son in the Marine Corps. The last 
thing in the world the gentleman 
wants to do is to see our country in an-
other military conflict. 

Just last Friday I went to Paris Is-
land where I proudly watched my neph-
ew Curt graduate from basic training 
in the Marine Corps. The last thing I 
want to see is Curtis in Iraq or any-
place else fighting a war that can be 
averted by cooperation between people 
and cooperation between countries and 
the development of trust. 

So once again I give the floor to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 

HUNTER). I hope that the Iraqis will in 
the next very short period of time co-
operate with the United Nations and 
the leadership of various countries 
around the world. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman, and I think it is clear 
one last time to point out that there 
are 6,500 chemical bombs that Iraq will 
not give up, it has not disarmed; a cou-
ple of thousand chemical rockets; and 
8,500 liters of what is known as biologi-
cal media for the production of anthrax 
that is capable of producing about 5,000 
liters of anthrax. So they have not dis-
armed. And facts are stubborn things. 
Those are the facts. 

Mr. Speaker, I would recognize the 
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. COLLINS), 
who has a major infantry base in his 
district, the great Fort Benning, where 
I have spent lot of time low crawling. 

Mr. COLLINS. It is home for the in-
fantry, chief of the infantry.

Mr. Speaker, I have listened with 
strong interest here with the com-
ments of the gentlemen about the num-
bers that came through the report 
today, and the gentleman here with his 
comments, too, and I am glad both of 
you all are on the Committee on 
Armed Services. They have put forth 
very good points here and made very 
good points of what is going on. 

This was a major conversation piece 
in my district. As I have pointed out, 
the President of the United States does 
not want to go to war. The purpose of 
all the deployment to the Middle East 
is to deal with this issue from strength, 
to send the message large, loud and 
clear to Saddam Hussein that the deci-
sion for war is his. The President has 
said that he will make the decision, 
Saddam will make the decision. The 
lack of coming forward with the infor-
mation that they have previously given 
in verifying, as so well put by the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON), 
is evidence he is making a decision. 

His clock is ticking. Time is running 
out. He has to make a decision as to 
own up to the disarmament, how it has 
been done, who did it and verify, or we, 
as the United States, have no choice 
but to follow his decision, Saddam Hus-
sein’s decision. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. I thank the two gentlemen 
for their comments and their remarks 
in support of the United States and our 
freedom. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for his very eloquent 
point. Saddam Hussein has not dis-
armed. We know what he has. He has 
not brought it forward, and we will 
continue to march down the next sev-
eral weeks to see if he brings those 
weapons out for destruction.

f 

SENIORS NEED MEDICARE NOT 
MAYBE CARE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BOOZMAN). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 7, 2003, the 
gentleman from Maine (Mr. ALLEN) is 
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recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the minority leader. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to-
night like so many Americans in an-
ticipation of what the President may 
say to this Congress tomorrow. These 
are difficult times for this country. We 
face extraordinary challenges abroad 
in grappling with the war on terrorism 
and also with the proposed invasion of 
Iraq, and we face daunting challenges 
here at home. Our economy is not 
doing well. There is no question that 
the jobs have been declining. We have 
fewer jobs in this country than we had 
2 years ago. In many parts of this coun-
try people are suffering. Many States 
across this country are finding that 
their budgets are completely out of 
whack. They are struggling both with 
rising expenses, particularly with Med-
icaid, as the economy suffers and de-
clining revenues, declining revenues 
from the Federal Government and also 
declining revenues at home in their 
own State funds. 

So in this context this is an appro-
priate time to talk about what the 
President may say tomorrow night and 
also to give a sense of what we believe 
as Democrats are some of the issues 
that lie ahead. 

I am going to begin tonight by dis-
cussing the topic of health care. There 
have been a number of articles in the 
press anticipating what the President 
may say about Medicare. In particular, 
those articles suggest that tomorrow 
night the President will unveil a Medi-
care reform proposal and that that pro-
posal will basically seek to privatize 
more of Medicare; that is, it will seek 
to put more of the people in this coun-
try who are now getting traditional 
fee-for-service Medicare into the hands 
of insurance companies, and those in-
surance companies would take over the 
provision of health insurance from 
Medicare. 

Now, one of the things that is very 
clear is that when Medicare gets 
turned over to insurance companies, as 
it has in so many States with what is 
called Medicare+Choice, that the world 
changes; and some of those changes, a 
number of those changes, are not to 
the advantage of seniors. Let me give 
you a few examples from the program 
called Medicare+Choice, which we have 
had in this country now since the 1997 
act. 

What has happened in those cases 
where insurance, private insurance 
companies have taken over Medicare 
and provided insurance is that every 
year the benefits can change. That is, 
every year the insurance company can 
decide, for example, that though we 
were providing prescription drug cov-
erage before this year, we are going to 
have a lower cap, or we will have a 
higher copay, and the other part of 
that is every year the premiums can 
change. 

In many places in this country when 
Medicare+Choice first began, prescrip-
tion drugs were free. There was no 
added cost for prescription drugs; but 
over the years that is changed. 

Now, the other third component that 
changes is that if a company is not 
making enough money, if an insurance 
company is not making enough money 
on Medicare+Choice, on a managed 
care plan for seniors, then what hap-
pens is the company can simply pull up 
and leave the particular area. In fact, 
in most counties in this country there 
is no opportunity for private insurance 
to cover people on Medicare, to be the 
primary coverage. There always are 
Medigap policies that many seniors 
take advantage of, but those policies 
provide very few benefits for their 
costs, so most seniors do not sign up 
for them. 

So now the President is saying what 
seniors need in this country is more of 
this private insurance under Medicare. 
Well, let us think about that. If you 
have private insurance under Medicare, 
taking over Medicare for many seniors 
across this country, here is what hap-
pens: Any given year the premiums for 
that policy can change. The benefits 
for that policy can change. In short, 
maybe you get coverage one year, and 
maybe you do not. Maybe some States 
get covered, and maybe they do not. 
Maybe the premiums, almost certainly 
the premiums change every year. The 
bottom line is maybe yes, maybe no. 
Maybe you get coverage, maybe you do 
not. Maybe in some States, maybe not 
in others. Maybe in some years, maybe 
not in others. 

The President is trying to turn Medi-
care into ‘‘maybe care’’ and seniors 
need to say, ‘‘Maybe not.’’ In fact, defi-
nitely not. Because if the President is 
able to turn Medicare into ‘‘maybe 
care,’’ then our seniors are faced with a 
kind of uncertainty, instability, unpre-
dictability that they have do not have 
when they sign up, when they get ordi-
nary Medicare. 

But the President will propose that 
this is reform, this is something that 
would be good for all Americans. I sug-
gest we need to take a different look at 
what he proposes. 

There is also one other topic I want 
to address before turning it over to my 
distinguished friend from Oregon (Mr. 
BLUMENAUER), and that is the proposal 
that you can read about in the papers 
today, some of them, that the Presi-
dent is likely to propose in the near fu-
ture that small businesses be able to 
join national association health plans. 

Now, a lot of small business organiza-
tions are saying, this is a good deal, 
this is what we need to do. And who 
can blame them, because I do not know 
a small business in my home State of 
Maine that is not desperate about the 
rapidly rising cost of health insurance. 
In fact, in my home State of Maine, 
health insurance costs tend to go up 
about 30 to 50 percent for small busi-
nesses in each of the last 3 years, and 
we have to do something about it. 

But the President, from what we 
hear, is likely to roll out a plan for as-
sociation health plans. These plans 
would bypass State regulation, so a lot 
of the protections that are built into 

your State laws to protect consumers 
against insurance companies that are 
always trying to skim off the healthy 
people and not take the people who are 
not as healthy, a lot of the State regu-
latory apparatus would be gone, and 
consumers would be left at risk. 

But here is the important point: The 
important point is that there are now 
about 41 million people in this country 
who do not have health insurance, and 
the Congressional Budget Office has es-
timated under the President’s proposed 
plan that maybe 4.6 million people 
would sign up for these association 
health plans, and as I said, who can 
blame them? But 4.3 million of those 
folks already have health insurance. In 
other words, here is another plan to be 
rolled out by the administration and 
by the Republicans in Congress, and it 
will cover about 300,000 of the 41 mil-
lion Americans who do not have health 
insurance today, and they will call 
that progress, but it is not.

b 2000 
In short, we have to look at the 

health care proposals that we expect to 
be contained in the President’s speech 
tomorrow night; and so far, from what 
we have heard, they are a bad deal for 
America’s seniors and a bad deal for 
America’s small businessmen. 

I now yield to the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER). 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I 
appreciate my colleague helping shape 
the context for the important discus-
sions that we will be having in the 
course of the week. 

This is a very important time of the 
year. This is the time where the Presi-
dent of the United States has an oppor-
tunity to give his or her vision for our 
country. It is a unique opportunity. It 
is a time, particularly at the beginning 
of a new Congress, when we are coming 
together with fresh optimism and en-
thusiasm. People are just off the cam-
paign trail. Hopefully, for a while, we 
can concentrate on the people’s busi-
ness. 

There have been times when the 
President of the United States has 
come before this Chamber rallying the 
American people. I was one, Mr. Speak-
er, who was very impressed in the 
aftermath of September 11 with the 
challenge that was faced by our then 
new President, President Bush, how he 
came forward at a time of great ten-
sion and anxiety in this country, hav-
ing been subjected to an unprecedented 
attack on our shore, and I thought that 
he rose to the occasion. I thought his 
message was direct, was forthright; and 
I noted in this Chamber that men and 
women in both parties came forward, 
making it clear that we were united in 
terms of dealing with our responsi-
bility to the American people, working 
together. 

I contrast what happened imme-
diately in the aftermath of September 
11 with what happened in last year’s 
State of the Union and thinking about 
what has happened in the year since 
then. 
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We had an unfortunate notion deal-

ing with the ‘‘axis of evil,’’ where we 
had an unfortunate, some would say 
reckless, rhetorical flourish that has 
sort of lumped together three of the 
most vexing problems we have in the 
foreign policy arena with North Korea, 
Iraq and Iran; and unfortunately, in 
the course of the last year, we have 
seen increasing problems because of an 
inability on the part of the administra-
tion to distinguish and have a clear 
and thoughtful approach to all three of 
those problems. 

We have had a situation dealing with 
the issue of international terror, which 
is and remains the greatest threat to 
American security; and frankly, I 
think all of us in our heart of hearts 
has to admit that, as a result of the 
last year, America is no safer as it re-
lates to terrorism, and in fact, there 
are questions and ambiguity. We have 
this great amorphous security agency, 
and we really have not addressed vex-
ing problems between a lack of coordi-
nation between the CIA and the FBI. 
Now we have got a third entity with 
more questions than answers. 

There was not a call in the last State 
of the Union asking Americans to step 
forward. There was not a sense of 
shared sacrifice and urgency. In the 
course of the last year, we have been 
dealing, frankly, with sort of mis-
directed economic policies, and we will 
be talking about those this evening. 

I see our colleague, the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. MCDERMOTT), 
from the Committee on Ways and 
Means who I think has something to 
say about it. We have the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. OWENS), who has 
some significant information to share 
about the impact as it has to deal with 
poor people. The gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. WOOLSEY) can deal with 
impacts on children. 

We will be dealing with the economy 
here in the course of our discussion 
this evening, but I think it important 
to note that we have got the economy, 
we have not addressed it; and in fact, 
the proposals that have been slowly 
leaked out and trial balloons that have 
been floated on some of the President’s 
speeches do not give me any cause for 
comfort as I look at the problem of a 
State like Oregon, which has the high-
est unemployment rate in the country. 

Nothing that has been proposed to 
this point is going to do anything to 
put these people back to work. It is not 
going to deal with investments in in-
frastructure and cleaning up the envi-
ronment that could make a huge dif-
ference tomorrow, and there is not 
anything that speaks to the concerns 
and the problems of the vast majority 
of working Americans. We are going to 
be getting into that later this evening. 

Last but not least, I hope to return 
to a brief conversation about the envi-
ronment. Certainly, we have seen dra-
matic events around the world that 
present the problems we have to global 
climate change in terms of the eco-
nomic devastation and that assault on 

human health in terms of what is hap-
pening to the environment; and sadly, 
sadly, this is an area that not only 
have we not had a series of positive ini-
tiatives that could make the world 
healthier, safer and more economically 
secure, but sadly, in the course of the 
last year, we have seen a series of 
below-the-radar assaults on the envi-
ronment by this administration, which 
are going to have profound effects for 
years to come. 

I appreciate the gentleman’s cour-
tesy in yielding to me, and I look for-
ward to participating with him and our 
other colleagues in the course of the 
evening, painting the context for what 
the American public needs, deserves, 
anticipates, and contrasting that with 
what it appears the administration is 
going to do and certainly what it has 
done. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for his comments. In 
fact, in just a moment after a couple 
more comments on my part, I would 
like to ask the gentleman to come 
down in the well and take my place and 
control the remaining time, but I did 
want to add a couple of things. 

It is astonishing, when we think back 
about what happened in the 1990s, to 
see the agenda that the President will 
roll out tomorrow. What we learned 
from the 1990s was if we maintain our 
fiscal discipline, if the Federal Govern-
ment works to get rid of deficits, to 
come roughly into balance, that is our 
best bet for the future. We have lost 
that interest. The President and the 
Republicans in this Congress have lost 
any interest in maintaining a balanced 
budget and getting rid of the deficits. 
In fact, there is an exactly opposite 
trend here. 

We learned in the 1990s, we maintain 
the balance and we invest in people. We 
make sure we are contributing to their 
health care, that we are investing in 
job training, we are making sure people 
have the skills for the 21st century, 
common phrase. We do not hear it any-
more because what is happening now is 
we are not investing. We have stopped 
increasing support for education. It is 
being flat funded like other domestic 
priorities, and it does not matter what 
the area is. In almost every area, we 
are basically cutting back on investing 
in people. 

At the same time, we are going back 
to an era of huge, huge deficits, and 
why? Well, partly because we have had 
to make an investment in defense and 
in homeland security, but primarily be-
cause, in fact, we are having tax cut 
after tax cut after tax cut directed to 
the wealthiest people in the country. 
That is not what investing in people 
means. That is not strengthening our 
workforce. That is not going to 
strengthen our economy in the long 
run. 

Basically, tax cuts for the wealthy in 
the long run simply widen the gap be-
tween the very wealthy and everyone 
else, do not allow us to invest in the fu-
ture of the way we did during the 1990s 

with the economic results that we saw 
in the 1990s and we can see what is hap-
pening. 

The President will come here tomor-
row night, and he will propose a $674 
billion tax cut, again weighted mostly 
to the wealthy; and I predict almost I 
think to a certainty that he will also 
say we have to make the tax cuts that 
were passed last year permanent, and I 
guarantee that he will not tell this 
body and he will not tell the people of 
this country that that in itself, making 
those tax cuts permanent, will cost an 
additional $600 billion dollar loss of 
revenue. 

We are going to be so deep in deficits 
for so long that our children and grand-
children will pay the price, and it is 
hard to understand the morality of bor-
rowing from our kids, borrowing from 
our grandchildren, forcing them to pay 
interest on the national debt for dec-
ades and decades to come simply in 
order to satisfy a current desire for tax 
cuts. 

I think it is wrong, and at this time 
I would like to yield to the gentleman 
from Oregon, and Mr. Speaker, ask 
leave that he control the remainder of 
the time.

f 

THE ECONOMY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

BOOZMAN). Under the Speaker’s guide-
lines, the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. 
BLUMENAUER) may control the time. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I 
appreciate the gentleman’s courtesy. I 
do think the gentleman from Maine 
(Mr. ALLEN) has sketched an inter-
esting conundrum. 

I mentioned the concern I have over 
what happened in the last year, but he 
raises an interesting dimension if we 
reflect back at what happened with 
previous administrations and previous 
Congresses 10 years ago. 

Ten years ago, men and women in 
both parties, both the Republican and a 
Democratic administration, made hard 
choices to control spending, to not cut 
taxes even though it is fun, but the 
first President Bush worked with Con-
gress, put forward a balanced program 
of some modest tax increase, some fis-
cal discipline in cutting. It was fol-
lowed later by both Republicans and 
Democrats with the Clinton adminis-
tration, so we got a balanced budget. 
We were able to turn things around. 
The economy was booming. Today we 
are turning our back on that story. 

At the same time, the first President 
Bush, when he was involved in the Mid-
dle East with Iraq, painfully, ardu-
ously, worked and put together an 
international coalition of almost 40 
countries of allies and some unlikely 
supporters dealing with that activity; 
and today, we are looking at a situa-
tion where the United States is not 
anywhere near that position and, in-
stead, is relying on some rather aggres-
sive rhetoric rather than the hard work 
in the trenches that characterized 
what happened with the first President 
Bush and the first Gulf War. 
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